’ Approved FoT'kelease : CIA-RDP62-00647A0684 0019003%—]‘ lD 51

M

L2G7228 COCOM Document No. 3470B
26th March 1959

COORDINATING COMIITTEER

RECORD OF DISCUSSION éé; j

o

PROPOSED BELGIAN EXFPORT OF CABLES TO THE U.S.S.R.

18th idarch, 1959,

Present: Belgium(Luxewbourg), Canada, Denmarl, Frence, Germany, Italy,
' Japan, Wetherlands, United Kingdom, United States.

References: COCOM Documents Nog, 3436 ana Addendumy 3444, 3450, 3451, 3452
and 3464,

k. The CHATRMAN recalled that, as stated in paragraph 19 of COCOH
Document No. 3452, it wag agreed thet in the coursc of the Present meeting
the Committee would hear replics of Member Governments as to the Belgian case
submitted in COCOM Document No. 3436. He first asked the Belgian Delegate if
he wished to speak before the other Mombers of the Comnittee mafle known theoir
Governments! vicws.

2. The BELGIAN Deicgate stated that, after hearing the information
supplicd by the French Delegation, his authoritics had undertsken = compara-
tive study of the cheracteristice of the railway signalling cables in usc in
Belgium and of those of +the cables requested by the U.S.S.R. The findings
night be summed up as follows:

Loaded or unloaded, National Belgian Cables reguested
low~frequency circuits reilways by the U.S.S.R.
Number of queds 16 to 30 8
Conductor diancter in mm 0.8 1.2
Capacitance (nanofarad/km) 38 26

Load (nillihenry) 1z9 140

Spacing (knm) 1.3 1.7

Unloaded circuits

Nunmber of quads 3 % 5 6
Conductor dianmeter in mm 1.3 1.2
Capreitance (nonoferad/kn) 26 26
Frequency (kilohertz) 120 150
3. The Declegate made the following coments on the above datas

Loaded cireuits.

Nunber of quads. The diffcerence in the numbeor of quads is fully
Justificd by the density of the traffic and the couplexity of the
Belgian railway gyster, which is Probably the denscst in the
worldd, cnd which has the smallest distances between stetions and
railway junctions.

Conductor disncter end capacitance. The smeller the dicmecter and
the highcr the capacitance, the greater the kilonmotric loss.

If it is nceessary to scrvice long Gistenccs, as is the cosc for the
Russiang, the kilomctric capeeitance is lower (26 instead of 38)
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end the diamcter of the wire higher (1.2 instcad of 0.8).

Load and spacing. The Russian load (140 instcad of 129) and the
Russion specing (1.7 instead of 1.3) are very sinilar from the
loss point of view to the Belgian conditions. The cut-off fro-
quency is lower for the Russians than for the Belgians, with a
corresponding reduction in fidelity.

Unlocded circuits.

Humber of cuadse. The number of Ruassian quads (6 instead of fron
3 to 5 for the Belgian systom) would provide the Russians with a
grecter nunbor of long-distance coumunications, which seens
reasoneble in view of the structurce of their railway systen.

Lapacity ang diancter of the conductors. In Belgium, there is o
tendency to standerdive tic conductor ciamcter at 1.3 nm, this
diencter and the fregquency depending upon the distance between
anplifiecrs.

Frogquency. The frequency used in Russin allows of o larger nunber
of communications (15 instend of 12).

4. In conclusion, the Delegatc stoted thet the characteoristics ho had
Just described clearly showed thot the cables werce sinilar to those used by
the Belgian railways end alnost identical with thosc used by the S.N.C.F.

They could not be confused with conramications ceble properly so-called,
particularly because of their protecetive covering against the effects of in-
duction. The Belgian Government would find it inconccivable that objections
should be roised to the export of such cablc when the export of their ancile-
lary cquipnent was authorised.

5. The GLRUAN Dolegate stated that, further to his Delegontion's
Henorandum (COCOLI Docuzent Ho. 3450) he wished to subnit the following obscr-
vations dealing with the offers uale 4o various perticipating countriecs. In
view of the inportence attributcd by scue telegations to the communication-
cquipment items on the Internstionsl List, the coupetent Gernan authoritics
had given spoecial attention tec the stuly of the U.5.5.R.'s request for 1200 kn
of multi-purpose railway ccble. For tant reason, thce German application had
not been subnitted to the Cornmittec carlicr, although the proposed transaction
had alrcady been under cocnsideration for a consilerable period of tinc.

6, In the opinion of the coupctent Geraan eutherities, the cables in
question did fall undcer Iten 1526. They conteined 28 pairs of conductors and
their couposition ¢id not differ ot all fron the usual high-frequency cables
in a carrier-frequency cowmunicotion system. Tho technical specifications
asked for in the Rusigian enquiry pointed to the fact thnt the cablec required
was to be installed along an elcetrical railway track as signal and comnuni-
cation cable, but these tcchnical specifications poruitted, ncverthelcss, the
usc of the eable as carrier-frequency telcecmmunication cables. Such a use
was not nade impossible by the 16 pairs of cuarged conductors, as the fuanctio—
ning of the charged coil boxes could be interrupted at any tinme. It was,
however, adnitted thaet if it had been orlercd as a componecnt together with o
conplete railwey signalling systen as covered by Item 4481, the required cable
could very likely have been supplicd within the francwerk of AP, 3., Al-
though in the opinion of the Gernon cxperts the cables in questicn were covered
by Iten 1526, there was no doubt thot in the prcsent case a Yhermless end-usc"
of the watcrial had been cstablished. The Ffact thot the cnquirics were nade
ceither for a type of cable with 1.05 mn conductor-diameter, when Styrofioex
insulated, or with 1.20 mn cenducter-diancter, when paper insuleted, confirmed
hat only an operation at low frequencics was envisaged. 4 furthcer proof taat
the cobles were destined for steering ond ccntrolling an automatic signalling
systen was the low cocfficient of reduction required, which could only be rcao-
lised by the expensive aluniniun cover, as well as the faoct that the supoly of
charged coils was included in the proposed order.
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Te The ains of the embargo controls on cables being to prevent the
completion of an efficient air comaend systen for offensive and defensive
purposes, end not to prevent the modernisation of railway-lines, it could be
stoted that these aims were not projudiced by an export of the rcquired cable
4o the Soviet Blocs It nust be added that the cables required did net in-
volve any tochnolcgical know-how so far unkncwn to the Scvict Bloc. Cables

of the sene kind wore menufacturcd - according to specifications = by the firm
VEB Oberspree, the former cable works Oberspree of the AEG, in the Soviet-
ctcupied Zone of Gormeny. Furthernorc, factorics producing the required
cablos were to be found in Sovict Russia, Hungary, Polend, and Czechoslovakiae
To the contrary, the charged coils required were of a type which had been outb
of use in Western countries for sbout 10 years. Furthermore; according to the
specifications received, only a linited number of communications per circuit
- 12 4o 15 for each pair of conducters - was required, while 6 conductor pairs
for carricr-frequency-telephony were reserveld for this purposc. As the Gorman
railways used cables of 66 conductor pairs and o much higher number of com-
municationg for long-distance~telephony, the cable in question was in this
respect as well, lagging behind the tochnical atendard of cables used in
Westorn countrics. 1t appeared thot the specifications had been chosen so as
to correspond to the Soviet national prcluction, which would probably supply
the nain port of the cables required. iorcover, the cables in gquestion daid
not contein any rew netcrials of which the Scviet Blce had not a sufficient
supply or which the Bloc could not procurc from the Frece World without dif-
ficulty.

8. The delivery of the proposcd cebles was o be made during the
nonths of lismy to August, in cther words, in the sunmer scason. This circurn=-
stance pointed to the intention to instal the cables at the same time as the
chan: e~over of the railway to clectrical cperation. The short delivery
period, morcover, confirmed the assunption that the nain part of the cables
for the Russian railway systenm was supplied by their owm production within the
Soviet Bloc, the crders ploced in Western countries covering only final
gquentities which at the nmoment could not be procured from thelr own resources,
If the West refuscd the export of such cables, the result, given the well-
known cncrgy of the Russiens in pursuance of their plans, would very likely
be e further expansion of the Scvict Bloe's cable production capacity. aftor
satisfection of the Russian reguirements, such en additional production would
be available for export from the Bloe to Free World countrics, thus provoking
serious consequences on Western cable narkets, which already suffcred fron
over-supply. The objeetion might pcrheps be roised against the prcposed ox~
port that the supply of the total quentities enquired for =t Western countrios
would %o a considerable extent set the Soviet factories free for the produc-
tion of real communication cables. Although such en argunent had ncver heen
taken into consideration so far when decisions were reached in the Coordina=-
ting Comuittece and there was no reason to treat the present case in a diffe-
rent way, it might be said, as to this peint, that it was very doubtful
whether all the enquiries filed with lewmber Countries would develop into firn
orders, but that the Russian enquirice werc notivated by the need to find a
source of supply for some lacking final guantities.

s The Dclegate stated that the Gernan authorities had endecavourcd

%o subnit to the Committece the objective facts as they were faced with then,

in ordor to enable the ilenber Governuents to reach a decision in full knowledge
of the circunstances attached to this cese. 4 careful consideration of all

the Factors involved had convinced the Gorman esuthoritics that thoere were nore
ond better arguments in favour of the case than sgaingt it and that the noking
of en cxception for the cxport of the required cahles was justified. The
Germnen suthoritics hoped thet the other sicuber Governments would come to the
samo ccnclusione They atbributed very great importance, hcewever, to a sinilar
treatuent of the case by all the Member Gevernments involved. Any difference
in the application of the embargo rulcs by individual komber countriecs would
lead to a de facto discrimination against the manufacturers of those countriecs
which interpreted the cubargo controls more restrictively than others and thus
result in bringing intcruetional cocperation in the ficld of strategic controls
into serious disvepute. The German Delegation would follow the discussicn on
cebles with great interest and reserved the right to makc further comments in
the courgc of the debate
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10. . Thc ITALIAN Delegatc stated that his Government had made a very

carcful study of the Belgium rcquest. From the technicel information cone
tained in the initial memorandum, it would appear that some of the cheracte—
ristics of the cables involved, particularly the quads intended for tclephone
conmunications, werc similar to thosc of ncrmel communication cables. On
the cther hand, it was obvious that other characteristics, such as for in-
stance the presence of signalling conductors anl the very low cocefficicnt

of reduction, werc specifically required for railway signailing purposes

and weuld be quite superfluous in the case of ordinary communications cablo.
The cxistence of the latter might show that the cebles were indeed intended
for ingtallation along an clectrifiecd railway line for the working reguire-
nents of that line. The unusual coexistence of those factors ¢xplained the
different intcrpretation given by sceveral delegaticns to the scepe of Iteons
1526 and 4481.

11. The Ifalien Government, who had received a similar request invol-
ving, according to the latest infornation, a quantity ccnsiderably higher

then that indicated in COCOM Dccument No. 3451, belicved that before the
cxpression of a final opinicn on the Belgian cxception request a very thorough
study of the question should be made in order o prevent any breaking of the
principle of unifornity in the application of the centrols through diffcring
interpretaticns, which in the rpractical sphere would lead to a totally unac-—
ceptable discrimination against certain Member Countrics. The Delegate fully
endorsed the tochnical and econonmic comments nade by the Germen Delegation

and rescrved the right tc rovert to thesc points &t a later stage.

1z, The UNITED STATES Delcgate read his Delegation's memorandun
(cocoit Document No. 3464) worded as follows:

"The United Stetes Delegation believes thot the communications
cebles as defined in the Belgian nencrandun is cubargoed by Item 1526.

"The definition of that iten calls for the embarso of "communi-
cations cable «f any type .... containing moere then one peir of conductors
end ccntaining eny conductor ... exceeding 0.9 mn in diancter." The Belpian
cable mects the requirenmcnt for number of peirs and conductor diancter. The
question remains as to whether it is cormunications cablc. By definition
communications refers to all types of transuittal of scunds, sigmels, inages,
writing, cte. The Belgian cable is cvilently intended for such purpcses.

"This ceble is long distance cable which con be used for railroad
communlications and/or for any convontional comunications purposes. The cable
hes substantially grester capacity than nornal or necessary for the stoted
end-usc. If this cable were to be uscd for railrosd communications part of
its capecity could and probably weuld be available for other uscs. It is
suitable for carrying telephcnc, teletype, facsimile, digital and possibly
slowed down video signals. With these capabilitics the cable could be used
for air defense and other military purposcs, for normal civil communicotions,
or for o numbor of gpecialized communicetions PUTPOSCS.

"If all the guads arc unloaded it is pessible to derive 168 2-viay
telephone channcls or adeut 2,000 2-way 60 werds per minute teletype channcls
or any combination of these at a ratio cf sbout 12 tcletype channels to 1
telephone channele In addition 7 2-woay vhantom circuits could be derived for
telccontrel purposes. This analysis assumcs an ideal repecater specing of
about 35 miles is used and direct current is not used on teletype channels.
This estinated maxinum capacity would be reduced if rcpeaters are more than
35 miles apart, if quads are loaded, or if direct curront were used for tele-
type channels."

13, Referring to the Belgian Delegate's sgtetement recorded in pera—
graphs 2 to 4 ahove, the Delegate noted thet there appeared to be some confu-—
sion between two distinet factors:s the characteristics of the cables requested
cn the one hand and, on the othcr, the use that would be made thereof. Whatb
nettered were the cherscteristics of the cables, and there was no doubt that
they met both the spirit end the letter of Item 1526 and were absolutely forcien
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to Iten 4481, Some Delcgations, in referring to the possible end-use of the
cables in question, had endcavourcd to prove that they werce not covered by
Itenm 1526 and had sought to interpret the scepe of that item in a certain
nanner. The United States Governuent, for their part, believed that the
cables were without any shadow of Coubt covered by Itenm 1526, ond thercfore
raised objecticn to the Belsian request.

14. The UNITED KINGDOM Declegate stated that, in the view of his
authorities, railway cable should be regarced as comnmunications cable and
consequently fell under Item 1526. The Delegate pointed out that several
British firms hed, since Dccember last, rcceived orders for this equipment
and had been refused the necessary export licences since the United Kingdon
authorities believed the cables to be embargoed under Iten 1526.

15. ~ The NETHERLANDS Delegate stoted that, although the Netherlands
industry had not apulied for export licences, the Netherlands authoritics had
decmed it wise t¢ cunsulb verious competent cxperts. These experts had Dbeen
uneninous in stating thet in their view, the cables ordered from Belgium werc
cuvered by Teen 1526+« Since they believed it essential to maintain wniformity
in applying the controls so as t¢ aveid any discrininstion between Henber
Governments, the Netherlands Government felt that, if the Committee wished to
anthcrise the export of these cables, it would bc necessary to amend the
definition of Item 1526 rather than to suthorise. a serices of cxceptions., In
conclugion the Delegate stoted that his Government were not greatly in favour
of the Belglan rcquest as at present submitted and would prefer to sec the
definition of the item in question anended.

16, The CANADIAN Delegate stated that, in view of the short time
available to thew, his Goverament were only able to give preliminary views on
the Belgian case. Stressing that the Committee had but recently agreed that
this type of equipment merited embargo, the Delegate stated thet his Government
regretted that such a large export of an embargoed item had already been con—
templated. The Belgian Delegation justified their export proposal oh the
grounds that this type of cable prescnted none of the characteristics of
communications cable in the normal sense, but should be regarded as an element
of a railway system. Consequently the Canadian Delegation suggested that the
exceptions request should be submitted under the terms of the "Accident of
Definition" procedure, and that, should agrecment be rcached in the Committee
on this case, the definition of Item 1526 should be amended or accompanied by
an Interpretative Note authorising the export of cable of this type when it
was to be used to cquip railway lines. If the Committee did not agree to

the use of the "Accident of Definition" procedure, the Belgian Government
should submit their request undcr the tcrms of the 471 proccdure as amended
rather than on an ad hoc basis, and they should supply all the information
required by this procedure in support of their case.

17. The DANISH Delegate steted that his Government's cxperts had made
a careful study of this case and had concluded that the cables involved were
in fact covered by Item 1526+ Like his Netherlands and Canadian colleagues,
he suggested that, if this export had to be authorised, the Committce should
emend Item 1526 in order to safeguard uniformity in applying the control
system.

18, The JAPANESE Delegatc stated that his Government had mede a
benevolent study of the Belgian request and a carcful roview of the statoment
made during the previous mecting by the French Delegation (paragraphs 7 and

8 of COCOu Document No. 3452). The Japenese authorities were not, however,
able to concur in the arguments adduced by the Fronch Delegation, to the ceffect
that the cable involved would fall under Item 4481 and not Item 7526. The
Committce had just heard o strtement by the Germen Delcgate cxplaining thet
certein technical spccificatiohs of the order and the circumstances of the
case did not correspond to the spirit of Item 1526. The Jepanese Government
nevertheless attached the greatest importence to the uniform application of
the Bubargo List, and whatever the technical or procedural arguments invoked,
the essential thing was that licmber Governments should act in accordance with
the Coordinating Committece's unanimous decisions. Since the problem which
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arose was to know whother the cables were covered by List I or List IV, therc
was o possibility that certain countries, believing them to be covered by
Itom 448L; might supply the equipment requested and notify this fact only
later in their statistical returns. In these circumstances, the Japanese
Government would raise no objection to the Belgian request, but rescrved the
right to interpret this item in the same way.

19. The BELGIAN Delegate stated that, after a survey undertaken hoth
by exports of the Belgian Reilweys ond hy military experts, his Government
had reached the conclusion thet the cables involved were unquestionably
‘covercd by Item 448l.

20, The FRENCH Dolegate wished, without rcpeating =1l the arguments
already put forward, to state the reasons which had led his Delegation to
belicve and to continue to belicve that the cables ordered were covered by
Item 4481. He first pointed out that the French Delcgation were unable to
agrec to the definition of the word Yoommnications" as it appeared in the
United States lMemorandum, where it was cxplained that this term referred to
all types of transmittal of sounds, signals, images, writing etc. If this
was 80, should telemctering and telecontrol systemsbe understood to fall with-
in the communications sphere ? The Delegate pointed out in this connection
that Iten 1518 on the International Lists, which coveored "Telemetering and
Telecontrol equipment" nade no mention of courmnications. He noted moreover
that, according to the Unitecd States Delegation, the cables involved had a
wuch higher capacity than was normal or nccessary for the use contemplated.
This was not the opinion of the French authorities, who judged on Western
practice. Cables having 15 quads and 5 conductors were regarded as low=
capuneity cables. The S.N.C.F., for their part, uscd double-capacity cable
on certain lines, and solely for the operation of the railway. The United
States Delegation morcover belicved that these cablcs were suitable for
carrying telephone, telctype end facsinile ctc. signals. This was true, butb
would be equally true of a simple two-wire overhead line, provided that it
were accompanied by the spcucial transnission equipment necessary, which was
covered by Item 1523 and which was not mentioned in the order. As to the
possibility of unloading the quads, the Delegate explained that such attempts
had becn made in France some 15 years ago and had resulted in total failurec.
Turning finally to the 56 km spacing between the repcaters mentioned by the
United States Delegation, he expleined that, from cxpericnce obtained in
France, a 15 kn spacing was a noxinun for carrier-frequency gystens. In
conclusion the Delegate stated thot the diverging opinions to which this
gquestion had given rise migat be due to the fact that the United States
Governnent had consulted only communicaticns cxperts, wher.as railway signal~
ling experts would ccrteinly, like the Belgian eand ¥rench experts, be led to
conclude that the cables in question presented the normal characteristics
required for a railway.

21, The SELGIAN Delcgate began by stating that if the Comuittec were
thinking of amending Item 1526, their study should be effected not only from
the communications point of view but elso frem the point of view of railway
signalling. Moreover, with respcet to the cables involved in the present
instencc, the Delegate confirmed the various remarks mede by his French
colleaguc (paragraph 20 above) and stressed once again thot the coefficient of
reduction of these cables, which necessitated a much more costly construction
than that of commnications cables, proved beyond doubt that the Russians
intended to use the equipnent ordered for an electrified railway linc. The
Delogete furthermore pointed out thet the number of circuits for these cables
wae  ccrtainly not higher than the number of circuits for Belgian or French
Tailway cables, which casily containcd nore than double the quantity. Finally,
in view of the fact thet it was inpossible to instel overhead lines along a
railway, he stated once again in conclusion that the cables ordercd by Russia
were an integral part of o railway signalling system, and were consequently
cevered by Iten 4481.

22, The UNITED STATES Delcgate, in reply to the French Delegate's
comment that thc torm "telccormmunicaticas" did not comprchend telemetering and

Approved For Réléakief: TIA-RBES.00647A000100190032-7



. * CONFIDENTIAL -7~

ApprovédfFor Release : CIA-RDP62-0 l
0647A000100190032.7 11, 54700

telceontroly cited the definition of the French . cadeny for this terms
vCOommmunication télegrephicuc ou téléphonique de toute nature (sons, signoux,
inages, $crits, ete.) effcctuée par un procédé de transuission é1léctrique’.
e welconecd the fact thot the French Delegation agreed with the view of the
United States cxperts that the cables involved were suitable for carrying
telephone, teletype, facsiunile, cte. sigmals; the only condition for such
use being, in the view of the French Delegeation, the prescnce of cquipnent
not nentioned in the Russian order. The United States Delegation felt thot
this was & different question and thet the importont fact was that the cables
involved were covercd by Item 15264

23, The GBRWAN Delegate siressed that nis Delegation believed thot
the railway cobles involved fell under the terms of the iten covering con-
itmunicetions cables. There wes on the othexr hand no doubt thet they could
forn part of railway signalling apparatus, but did not alonc constitute such
apparatus under the ters of Iten 448L. In this connection, ncvertheless,
there were two hasically diffcrent opinions in the Compitice and, since
scrious cohfusicn night arise from sueh a situation, the German Delegation
folt thet an attenpt should rapidly be nade in order to rcstore the unifor-
nity that was vital.

24. The BELGIAN Delegate stated that, in the belief that the cables
ordered by the Russiens fcll under Tten 4481, his Delegation werc vwithdrawing
the exception request subuitted in COCOM Docunent No. 3436. The Belgioan
authorities would in duec coursec decide whether or not they wished to autho-
rise this cxport.

25. The UNITED STATES Delegate stated that the comnents he had been
instructed tc meke c¢bviously took no account of the Belgian Delegate's latest
statencnt. The United States Delegation noted that only two delcegations
opposed the view that the cables were covercd by Itenm 1526. Since their

par ticuler concern was to maintoin in the Committee that unifornity and
cquelity which had so cften been stresscd, the United Stotes Government folt
thet it was absolutely imperetive that no participating country anthorisc the
export of such cablcs until the Committce hadl reached agreecment on the scope
of the List I item concerncd, or on cxception requests justified by gpceial
circumstences or under the terms of the excoptions proccdurcs in forcc. It
was also imperative that any Governnent having already given such authori-
sation should do their utmest to provent shipnent. The United States Dele-
gotion were aware of the cifficulty of cancelling a licence once it had

been issued, but having themselves slready had to take such cction the
United Stotes Goverament hoped thet, in view of the very scrious situation
obtaining, the intcrested Governuent would take the necessary steps, ond thus
contribute to the reaching of a unifcrn solution of the problem facing the
Comittee. Turning then to the Belgien Dolegate!s statonent, the Delegate
pointed out that, since the najority <f Delegations recognised the applica-
bility of Iten 1526, ony deeislon prged on o bilateral interpretation of an
International List iten would face the Cominittee with a very scrious
situation inleecd.

26, The FRENCH Delegote, in reply to his United States colleague,
stated that in authorising the nanufecture of cables, his Governuent had been
guicdcd by the unanincus opinion cxpressed by the most highly qualificd ex-
perts in communicotions and reilway sphercse The Delogate undertook to
transmit to his euthorities the remarks nede by the United States Delegatce.
He neve. theless wished to point out thot, under French law, it did not

appear to be possible to withdraw o licence omcc it had “een granted, and
added that the firm concerncd had alrcady not only bought the nccessary
stocks but hed clso begun to produce tho equipnent ordlcred. Such an action
aight put the State in tho position of heving to pay o lorge infennity to
this fiim.

27, 4s to the question of the uniforn application of thc control
gysten, the Delegate rueallced that his Delegation had froquently advocated
this besic principle and stresscd thot the present casc eriphasized the ne-—
cessity of drafting more speecific definitions for Iten 1526 and 4481.

C,0ONTF oy 7T AL
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If it were truc thot only two Delegations belicved the cables concerned o

be covered by Item 4481, it should 2lso be recognised that all HMember Govern-
nents except two considered thot the export might be authorised on an
cxceptional basis or under the torms of the "Accident of Definition" proce-
dure. It was thercfore highly desiroble that the Comnittee reach unaninous
agreenent in this connection in order tc restore the unifornity desired by
all.

28. The CHAIRWMAN noted that, before the withdrawal of the Belgian
case, & clear indication had been given by the various delegeations of the
necessity to underteke a roeview, or at least a study, of Itens 1526 and 4481,
It would therefore be nocessary between now and the 6th &pril for the inte-—
rested Dclegations to submit redefinition proposals for study during the
discussions scheduled to start at that time. As toc the gquestion of the
uniforn application of the centrel syster, moreover, the Chairman suggested
that a distinction should be made between past and future practice. He
rcecomnended that the interested delegations invite their Governments not
te authorisce experts of such cebies befcre the discussions of the 6th April
should have teken place. He further asked the French Delegate if he would
he able, during the next day's mceting, to say whother or not his Governnent
would be in a position to reccomsider the decision alrcedy taken.

29, The FRENCH Delegate stated that, in the view of the unexpectedly
divergent views to which this question had given risc, his Delegation
undertook not tc issue any new licence in the future for the equipment con-
cerned until the Committee had reachcd a decision. 4s to the past, tho
Delepate undertook to transmit the views expressed to his authorities, with-
out in any way prejudicing his Governnent's decision, which at the present
tine was o final one.

30, An exchenge of vicws then tock place during which the German

and Italian Delegates cnphasized the cxtremc urgency of reaching a uniforn
decision on the problen and the COMIITTEE ecrecd to resumo discuasion on the
19th March.
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